
 CO-1 Companies and Organizations 

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

CO1 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusements, 

Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO1-1 Section 4.9.5.2 and appendix G of the EIS have been updated to include the 
revised alignment near the Legacy Place Complex and additional information on 

potential traffic-related impacts and measures to be implemented to prevent 

unnecessary delays to the motoring public during construction of the West 

Roxbury Lateral.   

 

  



 CO-2 Companies and Organizations 

CO1 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusements, 

Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO1-2 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

CO1-3 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and CO1-1. 

 

  



 CO-3 Companies and Organizations 

CO2 – Vertical Associates Co. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO2-1 Section 4.9.8 of the EIS discusses the economic impacts associated with the 

Project, including property values.  Algonquin would compensate fully all 
landowners for any new easements on their properties.  The proposed pipeline 

on land owned by Vertical Associates would be installed within Algonquin's 

existing right-of-way, in the same location as the existing-replaced pipeline; no 
additional restrictions to use or development of the property would occur as a 

result of the Project.  Some additional temporary workspace would be located 

outside the existing right-of-way on Vertical Associates' property; however, 
impacts associated with these workspace areas would be temporary. 

 

  



 CO-4 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO3-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

CO3-2 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

CO3-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

CO3-4 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

CO3-5 See the response to comment FA4-8. 

CO3-6 Appendix K of the EIS has been updated to identify saturated and non-saturated 

wetlands. 

 

  



 CO-5 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

CO3-7 See the response to comment FA3-3. 

CO3-8 FERC recognizes that a site-specific plan for crossing Harriman State Park 

(including a tree survey), developed in consultation with the New York State 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) and 

Palisades Interstate Park Commission (PIPC) is needed and has requested 

submittal of the plan prior to the FERC giving approval for a Notice to Proceed 
for construction of the Project.  

CO3-9 See the response to comment SA11-6. 

CO3-10 See the response to comment SA11-9. 

CO3-11 See the response to comment SA11-10. 

CO3-12 See the response to comment SA11-13. 

CO3-13 The Northern long-eared bat was surveyed concurrently with the Indiana bat.  
Algonquin sent the Northern long-eared bat survey results including the 

proposed avoidance/minimization measures for the species to Lisa Masi at the 

NYSDEC on September 2, 2014 for review and comment.  Sections 4.7.1 and 
4.7.1.2 of the EIS have been revised to include the results of Northern long-

eared bat surveys along with the results of consultation with the FWS.  Any 

additional avoidance or minimization measures required for the NYSDEC will 
be addressed during the NYSDEC permitting process. 

CO3-14 See the responses to comments FA4-26 and SA11-14. 

CO3-15 See the response to comment SA11-15. 

CO3-16 See the response to comment SA11-16. 

CO3-17 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

CO3-18 See the response to comment SA1-7. 

CO3-19 See the response to comment SA1-8. 

CO3-20 See the response to comment SA1-9. 

CO3-21 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-6 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – International Union of Operating Engineers Local 825 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-1 Comment noted.  Safety impacts are addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  The 
construction workforce anticipated for the Project is presented in section 4.9.1.  

The purpose and need of the project is identified in section 1.1.  

 

  



 CO-7 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Food and Water Watch, Northeast Region Director, Alex 

Beauchamp 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

CO5-2 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

CO5-4 See the response to comment SA11-9. 

 

CO5-5 An updated evaluation of the proposed route for the Catskill Aqueduct crossing 
is included in section 3.5.2 of the EIS. 

CO5-6 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA11-9. 

 

  



 CO-8 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Food and Water Watch, Northeast Region Director, Alex 

Beauchamp (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-9 Companies and Organizations 

CO6 – Business Council of Westchester 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO6-1 Comment noted.  Economic benefits of the Project are presented in section 4.9.9 

of the EIS. 

 

  



 CO-10 Companies and Organizations 

CO6 – Business Council of Westchester (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-11 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Sierra Club Lower Hudson Group, Gale Pisha 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO7-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

CO7-2 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA4-1, and SA7-4. 

CO7-3 We disagree.  Section 4.11.1 of the EIS recognizes methane as a GHG and 
includes the amount of total GHGs the Project would emit over construction and 

operation.  See the responses to comments FA4-22 and FA4-23 for additional 

information regarding the Project's potential benefits to air quality and climate 
change, and Algonquin's efforts to minimize methane emissions.  As noted in 

section 4.11.1.1 of the EIS, a global warming potential of 25 was used for 

methane based upon a 100-year time period to allow for a consistent comparison 

with air quality regulatory requirements.  Further, section 4.13.8 of the EIS 

addresses the impacts of the Project with respect to climate change. 

CO7-4 Comment noted. 

CO7-5 Renewable energy sources are, and we expect will continue to be, important in 

helping to diversify the electricity market and decrease the need for traditional 

fossil fuel energy sources, but we do not find that these energy sources preclude 
the need for additional natural gas delivery points or long-term supply.  Sections 

3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of the EIS discuss federal and state energy conservation 

programs and initiatives and the existing and growing use of renewable energies.  
Section 3.2.2 of the EIS has also been revised to address the paper by Jacobson 

et al.   

 

  



 CO-12 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Sierra Club Lower Hudson Group, Gale Pisha (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO7-6 An assessment of the health and safety concerns related to the Project is 
provided in sections 4.11 and 4.12 of the EIS.  Section 4.12.4 of the EIS 

addresses terrorism.  See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

  



 CO-13 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO8-1 Each project, if approved, would be subject to the FERC's erosion control 

requirements as well as state requirements to minimize erosion and the effects of 
stormwater runoff.  As currently planned, the two projects would be separated in 

time and since each project would be required to implement temporary and 

permanent erosion controls including stabilizing and revegetating disturbed soils 
(see sections 4.2.2 and 4.3.1.7 of the EIS) there would be little potential for 

cumulative stormwater or pollution impacts.  See the responses to comments 

FA3-5 and SA14-1.   

CO8-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-14 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-15 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-16 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-2 We believe the EIS presents an accurate assessment of the impacts associated 
with the proposed Project.  The use and development of natural gas as a whole is 

beyond the scope of this document. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-3 Pursuant to its responsibilities under NEPA, we evaluated a number of 

alternatives including the no-action alternative, energy conservation, renewable 
energy, and other alternatives (see sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 of the EIS) that meet 

the current demand for additional natural gas supply.  

 

  



 CO-17 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-4 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-5 Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the purpose and need for the Project.  Ten 

separate shippers have signed precedent agreements to ship gas on the AIM 
Project pipeline; therefore, a characterization of the market need for the facilities 

is not "speculative." 

 

  



 CO-18 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-6 See the responses to comments CO9-2 and SA2-10. 

 

  



 CO-19 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-7 See the responses to comments FA4-23 and CO9-2. 

 

  



 CO-20 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-8 The local resources that may be affected by natural gas production and 

development would not be affected by the Project, and local resources affected 
by the Project would not be affected by development of natural gas production.  

Environmental justice issues are addressed in section 4.9.10 of the EIS.  See also 

the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-9 See the responses to comments FA4-22, FA4-23 and SA14-7.  Section 3.1 of the 

EIS addresses the no-build alternative. 

 

  



 CO-21 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-10 See the response to comment FA4-23.  The potential for spills and leaks of 

hazardous materials during construction is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  

Algonquin has developed a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 
Plan/Preparedness, Prevention, and Contingency Plan for the Algonquin 

Incremental Market Project (SPCC Plan) that identifies preventive measures to 

reduce the likelihood of a spill, such as secondary containment for petroleum 
products, daily equipment inspections for leaks, and restrictions on the transport 

of potentially hazardous materials to the construction work area.  The SPCC Plan 

also specifics measures to contain and clean up a spill should one occur. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-11 An evaluation of the air and noise-related impacts of the Project relative to state 
and local regulations is provided in sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2, respectively. 

 

  



 CO-22 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

CO9-12 The no action alternative is discussed in section 3.1 of the EIS.  As described, 

one of the effects of the no action alternative would be the avoidance of the 

impacts of the Project, which are fully described in the EIS.  Another effect of 
the no action alternative would be the likely implementation of alternatives to 

provide the equivalent energy that would be provided by the AIM Project.  This 

conclusion is based on the assumption of a need for additional energy supply, 
which is supported by Algonquin's customer’s commercial support of the 

Project.  As described in section 1.1 of the EIS, Algonquin developed the Project 

in response to customers’ demands.  Although the EIS considers whether 
alternative actions might meet the customers’ demands, the EIS does not 

consider or reach a conclusion on whether there is a need for the proposed 

Project.  Section 1502.13 of the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA requires 
that an EIS “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency 

is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.”  In 

other words, the EIS states the purpose of and need for a proposed project in 
order to define the range of alternative actions that the agency can legitimately 

consider.  The determination of whether there is a “need” for the proposed 

facilities for the purpose of issuing an authorization under section 7 of the NGA 
will be made in the subsequent Commission Order granting or denying 

Algonquin's request for certificate authorization and is based on a balancing of 

the benefits of the Project against any adverse impacts.  The EIS explores various 
alternatives to determine if they would be preferable to the proposed Project.  

The analysis includes a description of existing programs and systems and future 

projects.  We conclude that the existing infrastructure associated with these 
alternatives is currently inadequate and would be unable to provide the demands 

of Algonquin's customers without significant upgrades.  We also concluded that 

the necessary upgrades for these alternatives would be unlikely to occur within 
the requested timeframe of Algonquin's customers.  While the specific response 

of the market to the no-action alternative is unknown, new infrastructure would 

be needed, which we believe would have at least a comparable impact if not 
more impact than the AIM Project, which would have mainly temporary impacts 

in previously disturbed areas.  See revised section 1.1 of the EIS regarding the 

Commission’s Certificate Policy Statement. 

 

  



 CO-23 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-13 Renewable energy alternatives are collectively the fastest-growing source of 

electricity generation in the projection, with annual growth rates that exceed the 
growth rate for natural gas-fired generation.  The reference case in the U.S. 

Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) 2014 annual report projects that 

renewable electricity generation will grow by 69 percent from 2012 to 2040, 
including an increase of more than 140 percent in generation from non-

hydropower renewable energy sources.  According to the EIA, the renewable 

energy policy landscape is particularly dynamic compared to that of more-
established energy sources, as new and existing policies continue to be created 

and adjusted at the federal, state, and local levels.  Projections for generation 

with renewables are sensitive to the prices of competing generation sources and 
other market factors.  In addition, policies that affect competing sources of 

generation, such as natural gas and coal, can have significant impacts on 

renewable generation projects (EIA, 2014).  For example, the EIA indicates that 
placing an explicit or implicit value on carbon dioxide emissions would make the 

cost of operating fossil-fueled capacity higher, improving the relative economics 
of renewables.  However, renewable energy consumption is not expected to fall 

much below the EIA’s reference case in large part because state renewable 

portfolio standards (RPS) effectively establish a floor for generation with 
renewables.  RPS policies generally require that a minimum share of generation 

must come from renewable sources, and even with slow load growth or 

competition from low-cost alternative generation resources, renewable 
generation must be sufficient to meet the RPS target. 

 

  



 CO-24 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-25 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-14 See the responses to comments FA4-23, CO9-2 and CO9-8. 

 

 

 

CO9-15 Comment noted.  FERC's purpose and role relative to the Project is described in 

section 1.2.1 of the EIS. 

 

CO9-16 GHG emissions are addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  See also the response 

to comment FA4-23. 

 

 

 

 

CO9-17 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-26 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-18 Your opposition to natural gas development and support of renewable energy is 

noted.  An evaluation of renewable resources as an alternative to the proposed 

Project is presented in section 3.2.2 of the EIS.  See also the response to 
comment FA4-24.  We also note that renewable resources continue to face 

similar opposition as the AIM Project regarding the renewable energy 

infrastructure (e.g., comments on the AIM Project also included opposition 
referencing the proposed Champlain Hudson Power Express Project that would 

deliver renewable energy to New York).  

 

CO9-19 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-27 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-28 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-29 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-30 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Peter Galvin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-31 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – West Roxbury Crushed Stone Co., Laura Lorusso 

Peterson 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO10-1 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and LA14-3.   

 

 

 

CO10-2 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LA14-3. 

 

 

CO10-3 See the response to comment FA6-1. 

 

  



 CO-32 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO11-1 Your request is noted. 

 

  



 CO-33 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO11-2 See the response to comment FA4-24.   

 

  



 CO-34 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-35 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-36 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-37 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-38 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-39 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Allegheny Defense Project, Ryan D. Talbott (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-40 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Earthworks, Nadia Steinzor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

CO12-2 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-41 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Earthworks, Nadia Steinzor (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-3  See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

 

 

CO12-4 See the response to comment SA11-9. 

 

CO12-5 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

 

CO12-6 See the responses to comments SA1-7 and SA11-4.  As stated in section 

4.11.2.3 of the EIS, acoustical analyses have been completed for the new and 

proposed modified M&R Station that identifies noise control measures that 

would ensure that the noise attributable to these stations was less than 55 dBA 

Ldn.  FERC staff typically requires post-construction noise surveys at new and 

modified M&R stations located in proximity to noise sensitive areas, which is 
the case for the Guilford, Willimantic, Oakland Heights, and West Roxbury 

M&R Stations to ensure compliance with the 55 dBA Ldn criterion. 

CO12-7 The growth-inducing effects of the Project are discussed in section 4.13 of the 
EIS. 

CO12-8 The purpose and need for the Project is described in section 1.1 of the EIS.  The 

demand for the Project, as well as any future projects, is determined by the 
needs of project shippers to serve their respective markets.  Algonquin has 

executed precedent agreements with 10 shippers for firm transportation service 

to deliver new natural gas supplies to the Northeast region.  

 

  



 CO-42 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Earthworks, Nadia Steinzor (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-9 See the response to comment CO12-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-10 The project facilities are geographically separated and many facilities would be 

located in different air quality control regions.  While all of the compressor 
station modifications would be part of the same Project, they would not all 

impact the same air quality control regions.  Therefore, it is inappropriate to add 

all compressor station emissions cumulatively.  However, we have updated the 
cumulative impacts analysis in section 4.13.7 of the EIS to address those 

compressor stations that are in the same air quality control region.  

 

  



 CO-43 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Earthworks, Nadia Steinzor (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-11 Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS presents potential impacts associated with the 
operation emissions of the proposed Project, including HAPs.  The existing 

permitted emissions for the compressor stations associated with the Project are 

not within the scope of this EIS.  The proposed modifications to the compressor 
stations associated with the Project would result in significantly less HAP 

emissions from the Stony Point Compressor Station, and between 0.7 and 1.8 

tons per year (tpy) of additional HAPs at the remaining four compressor 
stations.  These levels are less than major source thresholds for HAPs and do not 

trigger any additional mitigation. 

 

 

 

 

CO12-12 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

CO12-13 We disagree.  An analysis of GHG emissions associated with the Project is 

presented in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, including fugitive emissions, and a 
cumulative impacts analysis related to climate change is presented in section 

4.13.8 of the EIS.  In reference to predicting climate change impacts, FERC 

staff followed guidance provided by the CEQ in their February 18, 2010 
memorandum titled Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effect of 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which states that "agencies 

should recognize the scientific limits of their ability to accurately predict 
climate change effects, especially of a short-term nature, and not devote effort 

to analyzing wholly speculative effects."  On December 18, 2014, the CEQ 

released a revised draft GHG emission guidance memo.  As recommended in 

this new guidance, to the extent practicable, FERC staff incorporated additional 

guidance provided by this memo into the GHG analysis completed for the AIM 
Project.  As such, FERC staff has presented the GHG emissions associated with 

the Project, potential impacts of GHG emissions, and mitigation proposed by 

Algonquin to minimize GHG emissions associated with the Project.  See the 
response to comment CO7-3 for additional information regarding methane 

global warming potential. 

  



 CO-44 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Earthworks, Nadia Steinzor (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-14 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-45 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Earthworks, Nadia Steinzor (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-46 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-1 Comment noted.  General impacts and mitigation measures for protecting 

wetlands are described in section 4.4.3 of the EIS. 

CO13-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

CO13-3 Construction procedures and restoration measures for the buried replacement 

and new segments of pipeline are discussed in section 2.3 of the EIS. 

 

  



 CO-47 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-48 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-5  As stated in section 4.12.3 of the EIS, the risk is low for a pipeline incident at 

any particular location.  The risk that single-lane roads may pose with respect to 
firefighter access is already present, for a fire of any cause.  Moreover, the AIM 

Project would replace an existing older pipeline, and so represents little if any 

incremental risk.   

 

CO13-6 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

 

 

 

CO13-7 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-8 Comment noted.  The Project would be built in accordance with the FERC Plan 
and Procedures and Algonquin's E&SCP, which mitigate for potential impacts 

on wetlands and waterbodies.  Additional mitigation measures for protecting 

waterbodies and wetlands are described in sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS.  

 

  



 CO-49 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-9 The Project would be built in accordance with the FERC Plan and Procedures, 
which includes various requirements to restoring waterbodies and wetlands 

impacted by the Project to their original pre-construction state.  The Procedures 

and Algonquin's E&SCP include mitigation measures for minimizing erosion, 
sedimentation, and soil compaction during construction.  No gravel would be 

placed around the pipe.  As indicated in the FERC Plan and Procedures, trench 

breakers would be used to prevent the creation of a "conduit" for water to travel 
around the pipe. 

CO13-10 Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS describes wetlands impacts and proposed mitigation.  

See also the responses to comments SA11-14, SA11-13, and CO3-13.  As 
explained in section 4.7.1 of the EIS, Algonquin consulted with the FWS for 

federally protected species and the appropriate state agencies for state-listed 

species, including amphibians. 

 

 

CO13-11 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-10, and SA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-12 See the responses to comments SA4-9 and SA4-10. 

CO13-13 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

CO13-14 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-50 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-15 We disagree.  We believe the EIS present a thorough evaluation of the impacts 

associated with the Project. 

 

  



 CO-51 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

  



 CO-52 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-3 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

CO14-4 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and SA2-10. 

 

 

 

 

CO14-5 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

CO14-6 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

CO14-7 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

  



 CO-53 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-8 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

CO14-9 Appendix K of the EIS has been updated to identify saturated and non-saturated 

wetlands. 

CO14-10 See the response to comment FA3-3. 

CO14-11 See the response to comment CO3-8. 

CO14-12 Our assessment of route alternatives to the proposed Hudson River crossing is 

included in section 3.5.1 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment SA11-6. 

CO14-13 See the response to comment SA11-9. 

CO14-14 See the response to comment SA11-10. 

CO14-15 See the response to comment SA11-13 

CO14-16 See the response to comment CO3-13 

CO14-17 See the responses to comments FA4-26 and SA11-14. 

CO14-18 See the response to comment SA11-15. 

CO14-19 See the response to comment SA11-16. 

CO14-20 See the response to comment SA1-6.  

CO14-21 See the response to comment SA1-7.  

CO14-22 See the response to comment SA1-8.  

CO14-23 See the response to comment SA1-9.  

CO14-24 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-54 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-25 We disagree with the commentor’s characterization of the risks of natural gas 

transmission.  Section 4.12.1 of the EIS discusses federal safety standards for 
natural gas pipelines and how these standards are applied in HCAs.  Section 

4.12.3 of the EIS discusses safety-related concerns and other specific measures 

that Algonquin has proposed or that we are recommending to further address 

public safety concerns.  We have updated section 4.12.2 of the EIS to also 

include the state-specific incident data for the past 20 years where the Project 

would be located.  This data shows that over the past 20 years there have been a 
total of 13 incidents in New York, 0 in Connecticut and Rhode Island, and 2 in 

Massachusetts; and a total of two incidents in 2013 among all four states.  

Further, as stated in the EIS, the frequency of significant pipeline incidents in 
strongly dependent on pipeline age, primarily because pipelines installed pre-

1971 were not required to use external protective coatings and a cathodic 

protection system and are more prone to corrosion.  About 81.5 percent of the 
pipeline facilities in New York would replace pipeline that was installed pre-

1971.  Available data show natural gas transmission pipelines to be a safe, 

reliable means of energy transportation.  

CO14-26 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 CO-55 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-27 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-5.  Algonquin has developed an 

acceptable SPCC Plan that specifies cleanup procedures to minimize the 
potential for soil contamination from spills or leaks of fuel, lubricants, coolants, 

or solvents.  Algonquin and its contractors would use the SPCC Plan to 

minimize accidental spills of materials that may contaminate soils, and to ensure 
that inadvertent spills of fuels, lubricants, or solvents are contained, cleaned up, 

and disposed of as quickly as possible and in an appropriate manner.  Also, the 

Field Sampling Plan recommended by the FERC staff would be put into the 
public record at the time it is completed and filed; therefore, it would be 

available for public review. 

 

  



 CO-56 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-28 Potential impacts on Harriman State Park, Blue Mountain Reservation, Sylvan 

Glen Park Preserve, Cheesecote Mountain, the Washington-Rochambeau 
National Historic Trail, and the Village of Buchanan's Village Park are 

discussed in section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS.  There would be no new permanent 

easement within Harriman State Park, Blue Mountain Reservation, Sylvan Glen 

Park Preserve, or Cheesecote Mountain; therefore, there would be no permanent 

impacts on these public lands.  Some new permanent easement would be 

required on lands designated as part of the Washington-Rochambeau National 
Historic Trail, however, these areas are not on National Park Service-managed 

lands and are already collocated with modern paved roads, and the Project 

would not alter their character.  Approximately 0.3 acre of new permanent 
easement would be required within Buchanan's Village Park; this new easement 

would be located on a portion of the property not used for public recreation, and 

an existing wooded area would provide a visual buffer between the new 
easement and the recreational facilities. 

 

  



 CO-57 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-29 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and CO14-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-30 Appendix K of the EIS has been updated to identify saturated and non-saturated 

wetlands.  See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

  



 CO-58 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-31 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA3-3, and FA6-5. 

 

  



 CO-59 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-32 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and CO3-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-33 See the responses to comments SA1-8 and FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-60 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-34 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

CO14-35 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-61 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-36 Section 3.5.4 of the EIS has been revised to include a discussion of alternative 

crossing methods for the Hudson River.  Even given the relatively high 
potential for hydraulic fracture in the soft sediments of the Hudson River, the 

HDD crossing method would have far fewer impacts on the river and wildlife 

than alternative crossing methods (i.e., an open-cut crossing).  In addition, given 

the existing river current, if a hydraulic fracture were to occur the non-toxic 

drilling fluid would be quickly dispersed to a level where, given the river’s 

existing turbidity, would likely be unnoticeable. 

CO14-37 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA11-6.  An alternative 

crossing location for the Hudson River crossing is assessed in section 3.5.1 of 

the EIS and section 3.5.4 has been revised to include a discussion of alternative 
crossing methods for the Hudson River.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-38 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA11-9. 

 

  



 CO-62 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-39 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA11-10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-40 See the response to comment SA4-14. 

 

  



 CO-63 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-41 We disagree.  If the Project is approved, Algonquin would be required to 

comply with the environmental protections contained in the FERC Order and 
other permits.  Further, because the Project would be subject to permitting by 

other agencies and to the regulations in other statutes, it is reasonable to assume 

the Project's compliance with these permits and regulations under the NEPA 
analysis.  See also the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16. 

 

  



 CO-64 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-42 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16.  

 

  



 CO-65 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-66 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-43 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

  



 CO-67 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-68 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-44 See the response to comments SA11-13 and CO3-13.  Algonquin and FERC 

have consulted with the FWS for the New England Cottontail.  As discussed in 

section 4.7.1.3 of the EIS, the FWS indicated that the final rule and list status for 
New England Cottontail would not likely occur until after the AIM Project 

completed construction and indicated that the federal Candidate species was not 

an issue for the Project. 

 

CO14-45 See the response to comment FA4-1.  Section 4.7.1 of the EIS has been revised 
to clarify that survey reports for all federally listed and state-listed species were 

sent to the appropriate federal and state agencies for review.  Due to the 

sensitive nature of protected species occurrence information and specific 
recommendations from the FWS for some species, these survey reports will not 

be included as an appendix in the EIS for the protection of the species. 

 

  



 CO-69 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-46 Comment noted.  Section 4.7.1.2 of the EIS has been revised to explain that 

Algonquin retained FWS and NYSDEC approved bog turtle surveyors for the 

Hudson Valley, used the accepted FWS protocols for conducting bog turtle 
Phase 1 and 2 surveys in New York, and that the surveys were conducted in 

close coordination with the FWS.  The FWS specifically requested that 

Algonquin file the bog turtle survey results with FERC as confidential to protect 
the species potential locations as a protection against threats of illegal collection 

and trade.  The results of consultations with the FWS are presented in section 

4.7 of the EIS.   

 

 

 

 

CO14-47 See the responses to comments CO3-13, CO14-45, and CO14-45.  

 

  



 CO-70 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-48 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-26, and SA11-14.  

 

  



 CO-71 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-49 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA11-15.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-50 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA11-16.  

 

 

  



 CO-72 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-51 See the response to comment SA1-6.  

 

  



 CO-73 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-52 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and CO12-11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-53 We disagree with the commentors characterization of emission increases at the 

Southeast and Stony Point Compressor Stations.  See the responses to comments 

SA4-1, SA4-9, SA11-4, LA5-1, and CO12-11. 

 

  



 CO-74 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-54 The commentors characterization of 300 pipeline incidents must also be 

considered against the 302,825 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline.  Not 

only are pipelines a safe, reliable means of energy transportation, but the risk of 
an incident at any given location is very low.  However, table 4.11.1-13 of the 

EIS presents an estimate of emissions from pipeline operations, which includes 

fugitive emissions and non-routine emissions, including unintended releases, 
such as blowdown events.  Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS has been updated to 

clarify that this table also includes non-routine pipeline emissions.  Tables 

4.11.1-7 to 4.11.1-11 of the EIS also provides estimates of compressor station 
emissions, including blowdowns that occur at compressor stations. 

 

  



 CO-75 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-55 Section 4.13.7 of the EIS presents a cumulative impact analysis that is 

appropriate for the scale of the proposed Project and the timeframe during 

which temporary and permanent impacts would occur.  Section 4.13.7 has been 
updated to include potential cumulative air quality and climate benefits that may 

occur as a result of the proposed Project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-56 See the responses to comments CO12-13 and CO14-54. 

 

 

  



 CO-76 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-57 See the responses to comments FA4-15, FA4-16, and LA9-16. 

 

  



 CO-77 Companies and Organizations 

CO14 – Stop the Algonquin Pipeline Expansion (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO14-58 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-78 Companies and Organizations 

CO15 – Sierra Club Lower Hudson Group, William Meyer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO15-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

CO15-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-25, FA6-5, and SA7-4. 

 

 

CO15-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA4-5, and SA7-4. 

 

 

CO15-4 See the responses to comments FA4-24, CO7-3, and CO12-13.  There are 

currently several proposals to export natural gas from the U.S. to neighboring or 

overseas countries.  However, Algonquin is not constructing the AIM Project 

for the purpose of supporting the export of natural gas from the United States.  

As discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, Algonquin is proposing to transport 

natural gas to meet the demand for natural gas based on commitments from the 
Project shippers, which include local distribution companies and two municipal 

utilities.  These entities have statutory, regulatory, and/or contractual obligations 

to serve natural gas customers within their respective service areas in New 
England.  Additionally, even if precedent agreements were not in place for the 

entire proposed capacity, to be exported, the natural gas would need to be 

transported by pipeline across the Canadian border or be liquefied for 
transportation in specialized container ships to overseas markets.  Such a 

proposal would require the FERC's approval under section 3 of the NGA (as 

well as many other federal and state approvals) and would be subject to a full 
environmental review.  The process of liquefying the gas involves specialized 

equipment at a specific export facility.  Currently, no existing liquefied natural 

gas (LNG) export facilities or infrastructure exists on the east coast.  In addition, 
the timing and need as expressed through the precedent agreements greatly 

proceeds the development of any potential nearby LNG export facility as the 
facilities take several years to develop, advance through the regulatory process, 

and be constructed.   

  



 CO-79 Companies and Organizations 

CO15 – Sierra Club Lower Hudson Group, William Meyer 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO15-5 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

 

CO15-6 See the response to comment CO7-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO15-7 An assessment of the health and safety concerns related to the Project is 

provided in sections 4.11 and 4.12 of the EIS.  Section 4.12.4 of the EIS 
addresses terrorism.  

 

  



 CO-80 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, FA4-25, SA1-12, SA4-2, and 
SA7-4. 

 

 

 

 

CO16-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1, SA4-1, SA4-9, SA4-10 and FA4-25. 

 

 

 

 

CO16-3 Algonquin has stated it would install remote control shut-off valves, which can 

be operated remotely by the gas control center in the event of an emergency.  
See also the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

  



 CO-81 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-4 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-5 As discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, the executed precedent agreements for 
the Project are for firm transportation service. 

 

 

 

CO16-6 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16. 

 

  



 CO-82 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-7 See the responses to comments CO7-3 and CO12-13. 

 

 

CO16-8 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16.  

 

CO16-9 The emission thresholds identified in the EIS are not as limit as the commentor 

indicates, but are an evaluation criteria used to determine whether a specific 
type of permitting applies to a facility.  Facilities may exceed the thresholds, 

which prompts further review, emission controls, and permitting requirements 

by the applicable air permitting authority.  The Clean Air Act and air permitting 
program, allows facilities to use air emission offsets during permitting.  In order 

to achieve improved air quality within a nonattainment area, reductions are 

required throughout the entire air quality control region.  However, the only 
Project-related PSD or Nonattainment New Source Review (NNSR) permitting 

threshold exceeded was for the Stony Point Compressor Station and for GHGs 

only.  The Project results in overall decreases in emissions of most pollutants at 
this compressor station.  The Southeast Compressor Station did not exceed the 

PSD or NNSR permitting threshold for any pollutants and would result in an 

overall decrease in emissions of several pollutants.  We are not aware of any 
offsets required under NNSR permitting or general conformity for any facilities 

associated with the Project. 

CO16-10 Comment noted. 

CO16-11 See response to SA4-3. 

 

  



 CO-83 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-12 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-13 See the response to comment CO7-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO16-14 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-84 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-85 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-86 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-87 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-88 Companies and Organizations 

CO16 – Hands Across the Border, Suzannah Glidden (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-89 Companies and Organizations 

CO17 – Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO17-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

CO17-2 Comment noted.  General impacts and mitigation measures for protecting 

wetlands are described in section 4.4.3 of the EIS.  As noted in section 4.1.5.1 

of the EIS, specific site conditions, including earthquakes, are considered in the 
design of the pipeline.  The recorded magnitude of earthquakes in the Project 

area is relatively low and the ground vibration would not pose a problem for a 

modern welded-steel pipeline.  As such, the Project is not anticipated to have an 
impact on federally listed species, wildlife, or sensitive resources as a result of 

seismic activity.  

CO17-3 See the responses to comments FA4-15, FA4-16, and LA9-16. 

CO17-4 Comment noted.  An evaluation of renewable energy alternatives to the 

proposed Project is provided in section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 

CO17-5 The Hudson River would be crossed using the HDD crossing method, which 
minimizes impacts on fish and wildlife habitat as no in-water would be 

conducted.  All wetlands, even those not subject to regulation by other agencies, 

are regulated by FERC.  Algonquin and FERC consulted with National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA 

Fisheries) regarding Essential Fish Habitat, Essential Fish Habitat Species, 

anadromous fish, marine mammals, and both the shortnose and Atlantic 
sturgeon.  The outcome of these consultations is accurately described in 

sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.2 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments CO13-

1 and CO13-8.  

 

  



 CO-90 Companies and Organizations 

CO17 – Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO17-6 The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has extensively studied the Ramapo Fault 

system and the level of seismicity in the region.  The USGS's review of data for 

evidence of Quaternary fault activity (i.e., within the last 1.6 million years) 
encompassing the Eastern U.S. indicates that there is no clear association 

between the fault and small earthquakes that do occur in the region.  Wheeler 

RL.  2006. “Quaternary tectonic faulting in the Eastern United States.”  
Engineering Geology 82:165-186.  Crone AJ, Wheeler R. (L.  2000.  Data for 

Quaternary Faults, Liquefaction Features, and Possible Tectonic Features in the 

Central and Eastern United States, East of the Rocky Mountain Front.  Reston, 
VA: USGS.  Open file Report 00-260. 2000. 332 p.  

 

CO17-7 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO17-8 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

CO17-9 An evaluation of renewable energy alternatives to the proposed Project is 

provided in section 3.2.2 of the EIS.  The growth-inducing effects of the Project 
are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment 

CO7-5. 

 

  



 CO-91 Companies and Organizations 

CO17 – Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO17-10 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

 

 

 

CO17-11 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO17-12 See the response to comment LA9-16.  Regarding blowdown emissions, an 
estimate of pipeline, compressor station, and M&R station blowdown emissions 

are presented in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS. 

 

  



 CO-92 Companies and Organizations 

CO17 – Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO17-13 See the response to comment LA9-16.  Section 4.13.9 of the EIS includes an 

updated discussion of potential cumulative safety issues in the Peekskill area. 

 

 

CO17-14 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and SA4-10. 

 

CO17-15 Comment noted.   

CO17-16 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and SA4-10. 

CO17-17 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

CO17-18 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

CO17-19 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

CO17-20 See the response to comment LA9-16. 

CO17-21 As shown in comment FA4-15, the EPA agrees with the conclusion in the EIS 
that the Project would not result in a disproportionate impact on environmental 

justice communities. 

CO17-22 Commented noted. 

 

  



 CO-93 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-94 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-95 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO18-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 CO-96 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-97 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO18-2 Comment noted.  The Hudson River Northern Route Alternative is evaluated in 

section 3.5.1 of the EIS. 

 

  



 CO-98 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO18-3 Comment noted.  See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 CO-99 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-100 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-101 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-102 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-103 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-104 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-105 Companies and Organizations 

CO18 – Entergy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-106 Companies and Organizations 

CO19 – Grassroots Environmental Education, Ellen Weininger 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-2 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

CO19-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA4-5, and SA7-4.  

 

  



 CO-107 Companies and Organizations 

CO19 – Grassroots Environmental Education, Ellen Weininger 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-4 See the response to comment FA4-25.  Power lines and pipelines are commonly 

sited near one another across the United States; we are aware of no occurrences 

of arcing of electric transmission lines creating a safety hazard by melting a 
buried pipeline.  Increased electrical potentials in the ground near electric 

transmission lines do pose a corrosion risk for buried steel pipelines, but this 

risk is mitigable through proper corrosion engineering.  See also the response to 
comment SA7-4. 

CO19-5 See the responses to comments SA1-7, SA4-1, SA4-9, SA11-4, and LA4-6. 

 

  



 CO-108 Companies and Organizations 

CO19 – Grassroots Environmental Education, Ellen Weininger 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-6 See the responses to comments SA4-9, CO12-10 and CO16-9. 

 

CO19-7 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

CO19-8 Section 4.11.1 of the EIS acknowledges the global warming potential of 

methane and provides the construction and operating emissions of all GHGs for 

the Project.  Although the primary component of natural gas is methane, and 
leaks are accounted for, the majority of emissions from the Project are 

combustion related emissions - which primarily produce CO2 as a GHG.   

CO19-9 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

CO19-10 See the responses to comments FA4-23 and FA4-24. 

 

 

CO19-11 Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS has been revised to appropriately consider primary 

impacts in comparing alternatives associated with fossil fuels.  See also the 
response to comment FA4-24.   

  



 CO-109 Companies and Organizations 

CO19 – Grassroots Environmental Education, Ellen Weininger 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-12 We disagree.  The commentor incorrectly compares an industry study radon 

level inside of a pipeline with an outdoor EPA action level.  The commentor 

fails to take into account the reduction factors in radon levels due to the 

additional decay to the burner tip, ventilation efficiencies, and air dispersion.  
Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS correctly provides the comparison of the study's 

resulting indoor radon level with EPA's cited indoor and outdoor radon levels.  

See also the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

 

CO19-13 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

  



 CO-110 Companies and Organizations 

CO19 – Grassroots Environmental Education, Ellen Weininger 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-14  Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information 

on radioactive materials and their decay products.  See also the response to 
comments SA4-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-15 See the responses to comments LA2-2 and CO7-5. 

 

  



 CO-111 Companies and Organizations 

CO19 – Grassroots Environmental Education, Ellen Weininger 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO19-16 Comment noted. 

 

CO19-17 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

 

CO19-18 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-112 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-113 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-114 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO20-1 We disagree.  The EIS takes a hard look at all the applicable impacts associated 

with the Project.  Cumulative impacts, including the potential cumulative 

impacts with Marcellus shale activities are evaluated in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
See also response to comment FA4-24. 

 

  



 CO-115 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-116 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-117 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO20-2 See the response to comment FA3-5.  Further, we note that generic information 
about the Atlantic Bridge Project is available, such as the amount of mileage for 

various pipeline segments, the locations of additional compression, and rough 

acres of anticipated disturbance.  However, we disagree that the details about 
this project, such as the amount or type of compression at each facility and 

associated estimate of emissions or the exact acreages of land to be disturbed, 

number of stream/wetland crossings, residential areas, etc. along the pipeline 
segments are available to develop an informed cumulative impacts analysis.  

The discussion of cumulative impacts for Atlantic Bridge Project has been 

updated to qualitatively reflect the most current information available. 

 

 

  



 CO-118 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-119 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-120 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-121 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-122 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-123 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO20-3 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and CO20-1. 

 

  



 CO-124 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO20-4 Section 4.13 of the EIS discusses the criteria for including activities, including 

non-FERC jurisdictional activities, within the scope of the cumulative impact 

analysis.  Consistent with CEQ and EPA guidance, we make a practical 
delineation of the spatial and temporal scales, in order to include all potentially 

significant effects on resources of concern.  We consider the extent of the AIM 

Project's impact, which varies according to the resource being discussed, as well 
as the temporal element, to delineate a boundary within which other activities 

should be captured in the analysis.  The shale gas production wells the 

commentors identify are located over 80 miles away from the nearest AIM 
Project facilities and local resources that may be affected by shale development, 

which lie well over 10 miles away from the AIM Project facilities, would not be 

affected by the AIM Project.  Local resources affected by the AIM Project 
would not be affected by development in the shale regions.  We, therefore, 

disagree that unspecified shale gas activities occurring beyond the range of the 

AIM Project impacts should be included in the cumulative impact analysis.  

  



 CO-125 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-126 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-127 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-128 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-129 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-130 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-131 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-132 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-133 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-134 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-135 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-136 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-137 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-138 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-139 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-140 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-141 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-142 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-143 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-144 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-145 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-146 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-147 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-148 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-149 Companies and Organizations 

CO20 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-150 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-151 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-152 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-153 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-154 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-155 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-6, and SA4-15. 

 

  



 CO-156 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-3 Algonquin has completed surveys for multiple federally listed and state-listed 

species and submitted those results to the FWS and appropriate state agencies 

for review.  See also the responses to comments SA10-6 through SA10-9, 
SA11-12 through SA11-16, LA26-21, and CO3-13. 

CO21-4 We have reviewed the wetland areas that would be crossed in Croton and the 

potential impacts on these wetlands and we do not believe an alternative away 
from the existing pipeline right-of-way is warranted.  Depending on the route 

selected, a deviation from the existing right-of-way could potentially reduce the 

acreage of wetland impacts, but it would also create a new pipeline corridor.  
Compared with the proposed route that would locate the pipeline within the 

same permanent right-of-way as the existing pipeline, and utilize the existing 

cleared right-of-way corridor for construction, a new corridor would increase 
both the temporary and permanent impacts of the Project, including impacts on 

new previously unaffected landowners, increased land disturbance, and 

increased tree and other vegetation clearing.  Moreover, any deviation from the 
existing corridor would undoubtedly cross new wetlands and thus would result 

in new wetland impacts in areas where none previously existed. 

CO21-5 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

  



 CO-157 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-6 As indicated in section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS, soil that is excavated from a wetland 

would be temporarily stored along the right-of-way in spoil piles with the top 12 

inches of topsoil segregated from the remaining soil.  Sediment barriers would 
be in place to contain the spoil within the right-of-way and protect adjacent off 

right-of-way wetland and waterbody areas.  Wetland soil would be backfilled 

and restored to its original location. 

 

 

 

  



 CO-158 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-7 Wetland surveys were conducted along the right-of-way during the appropriate 
growing season for wetland plants.  Algonquin consulted with the USACE and 

appropriate state and local agencies regarding wetland surveys and continues to 

consult with them regarding obtaining appropriate permits for the Project.  
Survey reports were reviewed by agencies and the appropriate regulatory 

agencies would make the final jurisdictional determination prior to construction 

of the Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-8 As explained in section 4.7.5.1 of the EIS, Algonquin consulted with the 

NYSDEC New York Natural Heritage Program regarding the documented 
occurrences of state protected species and continues to coordinate with the 

NYSDEC regarding the proposed Project in New York.  Algonquin would 

coordinate with the Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition to evaluate 
the findings of rare plant species as identified by Dr. Kiviat and described in this 

comment. 

 

  



 CO-159 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-9 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO14-46 for bog turtles surveys.  
Algonquin consulted with the NYSDEC New York Natural Heritage Program 

regarding the documented occurrences of state protected species and continues 

to coordinate with the NYSDEC regarding the proposed Project in New York.   

 

  



 CO-160 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-10 See the response to comment SA4-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-11 See the response to comment CO21-7.  Algonquin consulted with the NYSDEC 

New York Natural Heritage Program about the documented occurrences of state 

protected species and continues to coordinate with the NYSDEC regarding 
proposed facilities.  Algonquin conducted a rare plant survey focusing on 

searching for the small-whorled pogonia.  Algonquin will coordinate with the 
Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition to evaluate the findings 

identified by Dr. Kiviat. 

 

  



 CO-161 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-12 See the response to comment SA14-1.   

 

CO21-13 See the responses to comments CO21-7 and CO21-11. 

 

  



 CO-162 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-163 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-164 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-14 As described in the EIS, Algonquin would install and maintain erosion and 

sedimentation control devices in accordance with the Project E&SCP and other 

CWA permit conditions.  Further, Algonquin’s E&SCP complies with the 
requirements of our Plan and Procedures that require the use of environmental 

inspectors to inspect construction activities and ensure compliance with project 

environmental protection requirements.  Algonquin’s E&SCP specifies the 
requirements for inspection and repair of erosion and sedimentation control 

devices in areas of active construction and other portions of the Project.  Silt 

fence, staked hay bales and other comparable erosion and sedimentation control 
devices are standard mitigation measures to minimize and mitigate the potential 

water quality effects of construction.  The CWA section 401 water quality 

certification that may be issued for the Project would further specify measures to 
be implemented to meet New York state water quality standards. 

 

  



 CO-165 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-15 Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS has been revised to include a discussion of 

phosphorus within the Croton Watershed and measures Algonquin would 
implement to minimize impacts during construction.  As indicated in table 1.3-1 

of the EIS, Algonquin would obtain State Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (SPDES) Program permits from the NYSDEC, including the 

development of a SWPPP.  The EIS is a summary document intended to 

disclose the potential impacts of a proposed action.  The document incorporates 

by reference all of the material filed in support of the permits and other 
regulatory clearances required to construct the facilities, should the Commission 

issue a Certificate for the Project.  As such, the presentation of potential wetland 

and water quality impacts provided in the EIS is sufficient for the public and 
decision makers to assess the potential impacts of the Project. 

 

  



 CO-166 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-16 Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS discuss impacts and 

mitigation to surface waters and wetlands, and section 4.3.2.2 specifically 

discusses sensitive waterbodies including waters that do not meet state water 
quality standards associated with the water’s designated beneficial uses and 

surface waters that have been designated for intensive water quality 

management.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS explains that the Cortlandt M&R 
Station in New York is located adjacent to an unnamed tributary to Hunter 

Brook, and the proposed construction activity and operation of this facility 

would not directly affect the tributary to Hunter Brook or Hunter Brook and its 
associated aquatic organisms, including trout.  As further explained in section 

4.3.2.3 of the EIS, waterbodies within the Croton River Watershed would be 

crossed using the dry crossing method, which isolates trench spoil and sediment 
from stream flow and that spoil removed during the trenching would be stored 

away from the water’s edge and protected by sediment containment 

structures.  As explained in section 4.4 of the EIS, section 401 of the CWA 
requires that proposed dredge and fill activities under section 404 of the CWA 

be reviewed and certified by the designated state agency so that the proposed 

Project would meet state water quality standards.  Algonquin has submitted a 
401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) application to the NYSDEC and all 

water quality concerns will be addressed through the 401 WQC application 

process with the NYSDEC.  As further explained in the conclusion of section 
4.3.2.6 of the EIS, Algonquin is developing a SWPPP in consultation with the 

NYCDEP to address concerns about crossing New York City 
watersheds.  Applicable construction stormwater best management practices 

would be implemented to prevent runoff from contaminated and non-

contaminated sites to impaired waters.  

 

  



 CO-167 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-168 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-17 See the responses to comments FA3-5, SA2-2, and SA2-5.  See also the 

additional discussion in section 1.1 of the EIS regarding the Commission's 

Policy Statement.  Pipeline companies are not required to operate at the MAOP 
of the pipeline.  A company designs and engineers a project to meet contractual 

demands, using pressure determined by such demand and system operating 

constraints.  

 

 

 

CO21-18 Algonquin is not proposing to increase the pressure along the existing 26-inch 

pipeline.  Algonquin must comply with PHMSA rules regarding operating 

pressures, which are designed to ensure an adequate margin of safety for high 
pressure gas pipelines. 

 

 

CO21-19 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

  



 CO-169 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-170 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-20 See the response to comment FA3-5.  Also, section 4.13 of the EIS discusses the 

criteria for including activities within the scope of the cumulative impacts 

analysis.  Consistent with CEQ and EPA guidance (as well as with the 
commentor's cited court decisions), we make a practical delineation of the 

spatial and temporal scales, in order to include all potentially significant effects 

on resources of concern.  While an Atlantic Bridge Project would likely be 
within the spatial range of the AIM Project's impacts, we do not know whether 

such a project will be proposed (i.e., an application filed with the Commission), 

nor its exact scope and timing if it is proposed.  Nonetheless, we have expanded 
the cumulative impacts assessment in section 4.13 of the EIS to include 

supplemental information about that potential project.  

 

CO21-21 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

  



 CO-171 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-172 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-22 Section 3.4.1 of the EIS provides a discussion on the facility design and siting 

for the proposed replacement pipeline segments (i.e., why they are where they 

are).  Because this segment of the Project is a replacement where the existing 
26-inch-diameter pipeline would be replaced with a 42-inch-diameter pipeline, 

the proposed alignment would maximize the use of existing right-of-way, which 

would minimize impacts on the environment during construction.  Factors in 
HDD design include the availability of a straight and relatively low relief 

laydown area for the pullback pipe section; the availability of large work areas 

at the HDD entry and exit points; surrounding terrain; land use; and operation 
concerns.  In addition, for the larger diameter pipeline segments (i.e., 42- inch), 

the minimum drill length is quite long (around 2,000 feet or more).  Some of the 

other major limiting factors in the more densely populated areas of the Project 
included new temporary impacts on nearby residences, direct impacts on 

residential homes, and the need to acquire new easement rights for the 

permanent right-of-way for operation and maintenance of the pipeline.  Based 
on information from Algonquin, our review of Project mapping, and 

information we obtained during visits to the Project area, we conclude that the 

use of the HDD method in other areas, including the Croton Watershed, would 

be either technically infeasible, impractical, or would not result in a clear 

environmental advantage to the proposed methods.  However, Algonquin would 

implement several other measures to minimize impacts on the Croton 
Watershed (see section 4.3.2 of the EIS). 

CO21-23 We disagree.  The EIS has been updated to reflect additional information and to 

respond to comments, including the resources identified by the commentor.  
However, in no instance would the requested additional information provide a 

substantial change to the proposed action or to the resulting impacts previously 

identified in the draft EIS.  In many instances, impacts have been further 
reduced due to additional mitigation commitments by Algonquin.  Also, FERC 

accepts comments on its final EISs and addresses those comments in its 

decision on whether to approve or deny a project.  For these reasons, we believe 
the analysis in the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS is 

appropriate.   

 

  



 CO-173 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-24 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and CO21-23.  Also, the EIS is not a 

permitting document.  It is a summary document that provides decision makers 
with sufficient information to decide if, from an environmental perspective, the 

Project may be approved.  In addition to the EIS, the permit applications provide 

the detailed information to the applicable agencies to support the section 401 
permitting, and the section 401 permits would provide the specific mitigation 

measures required to support its issuance.   

 

  



 CO-174 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-175 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-176 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-25 See the response to comment CO21-7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-26 See the response to comment CO21-7. 

 

  



 CO-177 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-27 See the response to comment CO21-11. 

 

  



 CO-178 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-28 See the response to comment CO21-9. 

 

  



 CO-179 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-29 See the responses to comments CO21-6 and CO21-14. 

 

  



 CO-180 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-30 Comment noted.  Algonquin would implement sediment and erosion controls 
and would restore and revegetate disturbed areas following construction, which 

would minimize the impacts of the Project and any associated cumulative 

impacts. 

 

CO21-31 Right-of-way configurations are discussed in sections 2.2.1 and 4.8.1.2 of the 
EIS.  Construction right-of-way widths would be narrowed from 100 to 75 feet 

in sensitive areas such as wetlands.  Permanent right-of-way widths vary.  In 

some areas, additional temporary workspace (ATWS) is needed beyond the 
nominal construction right-of-way, for example at road or railroad crossings.  

However, the Project does not entail a simple "increase in transmission capacity 

of the pipeline" as the commentor suggests, that could be performed within the 
existing right-of-way.  Based on FERC staff's experience inspecting hundreds of 

pipeline projects across the United States, including the Northeast region, safely 

constructing a 42-inch diameter pipeline, such as the replacement that would 
occur in New York, necessitates the identified construction right-of-way widths.  

  



 CO-181 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-32 See the response to comment CO21-7. 

 

 

 

 

CO21-33 See the response to comment CO21-31. 

 

CO21-34 Several planned or proposed projects are addressed in the cumulative impact 

assessment in section 4.13 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments 

FA3-5, and LA23-16. 

CO21-35 See the responses to comments CO3-8 and CO21-11.   

 

 

 

CO21-36 Comment noted.  Algonquin consulted with the NYSDEC New York Natural 

Heritage Program regarding the documented occurrences of state protected 
species, the NYSDEC Bureau of Wildlife, and the FWS to plan and coordinate 

the appropriate protected and sensitive species surveys for the Project.  

CO21-37 As part of the FERC Procedures, Algonquin would consult with the appropriate 
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan.  

The restoration plan would include measures for re-establishing herbaceous 

and/or woody species, controlling the invasion and spread of noxious weeds, 
and monitoring the success of the revegetation and weed control efforts.  If 

native plant salvage is possible for a specific wetland crossing it would be 

addressed by the appropriate agencies in this plan. 

 

  



 CO-182 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-38 Section 4.5.3 of the EIS provides a description of the noxious weeds 

documented along the Project rights-of-way.  Algonquin would implement its 

Invasive Plant Species Control Plan to address the spread of invasive plants 

within the Project rights-of-way and control invasive populations that might 
prevent successful revegetation.  Algonquin has indicated that as a matter of 

course, it does not use herbicides/pesticides for general right-of-way vegetation 

maintenance practices along any of its pipeline facilities.   

CO21-39 See the response to comment SA4-16. 

 

 

 

CO21-40 Compensatory mitigation for impacts on wetlands resulting from Project 

construction are described in section 4.4.5 of the EIS.  Final wetland mitigation 

would be determined through the CWA permitting process in consultation with 

the USACE, NYSDEC, and CTDEEP.  See also the response to comment 

FA3-3. 

 

  



 CO-183 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-184 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-185 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-41 See the response to comment CO21-15. 

 

  



 CO-186 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

CO21-42 See the response to comment CO21-14. 

CO21-43 See the responses to comments CO21-14, CO21-16, and LA26-14. 

CO21-44 2a - The majority of water used would be obtained from municipal sources with the 
exception of Old Verplanck Quarry Lake.  Algonquin would consult with local 

municipal water suppliers prior to construction to ensure that water needs for 

hydrostatic testing would not impact customer use. 
2b - Hydrostatic test water obtained from municipal sources within the Croton 

watershed would likely come from the Northern Westchester Joint Waterworks.  This 

facility supplies municipal drinking water to the Town of Cortlandt.  Based on the 

2013 Water Quality Report for the Town of Cortlandt, the municipal drinking water 

contained an average chlorine residual of 0.32 mg/L.  As described in Table 4.3.2-4 in 

the EIS, hydrostatic test water that would likely be obtained from municipal sources for 
the portions of the Project within the Croton watershed could range up to 4,734,559 

gallons.  Discharge of the hydrostatic test water would occur through discharge 

structures designed to provide filtration of particulate matter followed by discharge to 
well vegetated upland areas for infiltration to the ground and indirect discharge to 

nearby waterbodies following additional filtration accomplished by overland flow 

across additional well vegetated areas.  The NYSDEC will require a SPDES permit for 
hydrostatic test water discharge, ensuring that the receiving water quality criterions are 

met while discharging chlorinated waters.  In the environment, chlorine is neutralized 

upon reaction with air, sunlight and other contacting surfaces.  The chlorine 
concentration in stored water gradually decreases with time due to aeration, reaction 

with sunlight/surfaces of holding tanks.  Furthermore, chlorine readily reacts with 

organic and inorganic impurities in soil, paved surfaces, water and wastewater.  
Therefore,  disposal of  chlorinated water passively by discharge through holding time 

in the test section, discharge structures and then release  to vegetated soil surfaces is 

expected to dissipate chlorine  to achieve regulatory discharge limits prior to reaching 
receiving waters. 

2c: Hydrostatic test water discharge permits typically require grab sampling of test 

water as it is discharged.  Analysis of the discharge samples typically includes pH, oil 
and grease, dissolved oxygen, and total suspended solids. 

2d: Site-specific designs for hydrostatic test water discharge may be included in the 

SPDES permit required for the Project by NYSDEC.  The EIS is not a permitting 
document.  It is a summary document that provides decision makers with sufficient 

information to decide if, from an environmental perspective, the Project may be 

approved.  In addition to the EIS, the SPDES permit that needs to be obtained to 
construct the Project would provide the specific mitigation measures required to 

support the issuance of the permit. 
2e: The flow rate of the discharge would be adjusted as needed to allow the 

discharge/filtration structures to perform as required.  The discharge volume from 

hydrostatic testing of the pipeline segments in the East of Hudson drainage would be 
less than that of a typical 1 year return period storm of 30 minutes duration.  The 

SPDES permit required by the NYSDEC would likely address discharge conditions 

and capacity of receiving waters.  Continued on next page.  



 CO-187 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

CO21-44 CO21-44 continued  

2f:Site-specific designs for hydrostatic test water discharge may be included in 

the SPDES permit required for the Project by NYSDEC.   
2g: Pipeline safety regulations make provision for the use of compressed air or 

inert gas to pressure test pipelines.  Hydrostatic testing is the long-standing 

method employed for pressure testing new natural gas transmission pipelines 
due to the readily available sources of test water, the ease and safe handling of 

the test media (compared with inert gasses or compressed air), and the cost-

effectiveness of the method.  In addition, the use of hydrostatic testing increases 
the likelihood of locating construction defects because leaking water is easier to 

track than air or inert gasses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO21-45 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

CO21-46 See the response to comment CO21-22. 

 

  



 CO-188 Companies and Organizations 

CO21 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition, James 

Bryan Bacon (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-189 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-1 We disagree.  The EIS includes an extensive analysis of cumulative impacts, 

considering several other projects, Marcellus shale activities, other FERC 
jurisdiction projects, and growth-inducing impacts.  The draft EIS also 

specifically identified the Atlantic Bridge Project, and provided a cumulative 

impacts analysis based on the available data at the time of issuance.  See also 
the response to comments FA3-5, FA4-1, SA1-12, and CO21-24.  

 

  



 CO-190 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-2 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-191 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-4 See the response to comment SA11-9. 

 

  



 CO-192 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-5 See the response to comment SA11-10. 

 

CO22-6 See the response to comment LA23-24. 

 

CO22-7 The EIS, including appendix K, has been revised to include the new 

information provided on saturated and non-saturated wetlands. 

CO22-8 See the response to comment FA3-3. 

CO22-9 See the response to comment SA1-6.   

 

CO22-10 See the response to comment SA7-4. 

 

CO22-11 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

CO22-12 Impacts on Harriman State Park and the identified mitigation measures to 

reduce those impacts (e.g., avoidance of active public facilities, completion 

of a tree inventory, etc.) are described in sections 4.6.1 and 4.8.5 of the EIS.  
As explained in section 4.6.1.5 EIS, Algonquin continues to consult with the 

NYSOPRHP and PIPC to address impacts on Harriman State 

Park.  Appropriate requirements associated with Algonquin's proposed 
construction and operation of facilities in Harriman State Park would be 

addressed through this consultation prior to construction.  In this section of 

the EIS, FERC staff has recommended that Algonquin file with the 
Secretary, for review and approval of the Director of OEP, a site-specific 

plan for Harriman State Park, including any avoidance or mitigation 

measures developed with the NYSOPRHP and PIPC.  See also the response 
to comment CO3-8. 

 

CO22-13 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-193 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-14 Wetland impacts, including impacts on wetland buffer areas, would be mitigated 

through implementation of Algonquin’s E&SCP, and the conditions of CWA 
permits that may be issued for the Project.  Following construction, the right-of-

way would be revegetated to restore vegetated buffers at wetlands disturbed by 

the Project.  Additionally, where topographic conditions warrant, permanent 
erosion and sediment control measures would be installed along the right-of-

way to reduce stormwater velocity, reduce sediment concentrations, and redirect 

stormwater to well vegetated, upland areas adjacent to the right-of-way, thereby 
reducing the potential for sedimentation and nutrient loading effects on 

wetlands.  Algonquin’s E&SCP and our Procedures require post-construction 

restoration of vegetation as well as monitoring of the success of those 
restoration measures.  Additionally, it is anticipated that any CWA permits 

issued for the Project would also include conditions requiring restoration of 

wetland communities and upland buffers. 

  



 CO-194 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-15 See the responses to comments FA4-4, SA14-1, and CO21-16. 

 

 

  



 CO-195 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-16 See the response to comment LA23-24. 

 

  



 CO-196 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-17 Section 4.3.1.7 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information on 

the Ramapo River Basin. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-18 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and CO22-1.  We also note that 

applicants frequently modify the scope of a project in the pre-filing process, 

while the project is still under development and contracts with customers are 
still under consideration.  Upon filing its application, Algonquin reduced the 

size of the AIM Project to reflect the facilities needed to support the proposed 

volumes of natural gas.  Similar to the AIM Project, other Algonquin projects in 
the future may begin the pre-filing process or project development with facilities 

in common with the AIM Project or that were removed from the AIM Project.  

However, given the frequency of facility changes during project development 
before an application is filed, it is speculative to assume that all current Atlantic 

Bridge facilities or any other future project facilities will exist, as is, should 

Algonquin file an application.  

 

  



 CO-197 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-198 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-199 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-19 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

  



 CO-200 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-20 Planned residential and other developments near the Project area were identified 

and provided in table 4.8.3-1 of the EIS.  Table 4.13-1 of the EIS has been 

revised to reference these planned developments, which have been incorporated 
into the analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-21 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and CO12-7.  The EIS correctly 

dismisses cumulative impacts with shale development, which occurs outside of 

the same airsheds, sub-watersheds, and resource areas that would be impacted 
by the proposed Project, as outlined in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

 

  



 CO-201 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-22 See the response to comment FA4-23 for additional information regarding 

Algonquin's efforts to minimize GHG emissions from Project facilities.  See the 

response to comment CO12-13 for additional information regarding the GHG 
impact analysis prepared for the Project, including cumulative impacts.  The 

commentor references using a social cost of carbon protocol.  While such a tool 

exists, we believe that it would not be appropriate to use for this Project.  The 
tool referenced by the commentor does not calculate methane emissions, which 

represent a portion of the Project's GHG emissions.  Further, the tool referenced 

by the commentor is more useful for comparing alternatives using a cost/benefit 
analysis, which is not being done for the Project, and does not measure the 

incremental impacts by a Project on the environment.  For these reasons, we do 

not feel this tool would be appropriate for estimating Project impacts, nor would 
its use inform our analysis of the Project. 

 

  



 CO-202 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-23 Comment noted. 

CO22-24 Among the recommendations in the EIS is that Algonquin file status reports on 

a weekly basis for the Project until all construction and restoration activities are 

complete under the Project docket (i.e., CP14-96).  With the exception of 
certain confidential information regarding locations of sensitive resources, this 

information would be publicly available on FERC website (www.ferc.gov) 

using the eLibrary link.     

CO22-25 Algonquin would implement its Best Drilling Practices, Monitoring, and Clean-

up of Horizontal Directional Drilling Inadvertent Returns Plan for monitoring 

the HDD crossing of the Hudson River.  This plan identifies monitoring of the 
drilling operation by the HDD operator and procedures for anticipating and 

addressing the potential for inadvertent releases as mitigation.  The plan also 

states that the appropriate construction personnel would implement installation 
of containment structures and additional response measures if an inadvertent 

release were to occur. 

 

  



 CO-203 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-26 Per the FERC Procedures, revegetation on the construction right-of-way with 
annual ryegrass is a temporary revegetation only to be implemented until a 

Project-specific wetland restoration plan is developed and/or implemented.  See 

the response to comment CO21-37. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-27 Algonquin agreed on the record that it would not use additives in hydrostatic 
test water; therefore, no further conditions are required. 

 

 

 

 

CO22-28 See the response to comment FA4-19.  Of the 47 wells within 150 feet of the 

construction workspace in the New York portion of the Project, only 18 wells 

are located close to areas that may require blasting to deepen the existing trench 
sufficiently to accommodate the new 42-inch-diameter pipeline.  Algonquin 

would conduct pre- and post-construction testing of well yield and water quality 

at landowner request.  Further, Algonquin would file the results of water supply 
well complaints within 30 days of placing the Project facilities in service.  

Those results would be filed in the Project docket as public records. 

 

 

  



 CO-204 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO22-29 Algonquin conducted pre-construction waterbody surveys that documented 

existing stream conditions.  The methodologies employed for the surveys were 

developed in consultation with the appropriate jurisdictional agencies.  The 
survey reports included photo documentation of each waterbody proposed to be 

crossed by the Project.  The survey reports were filed in support of Algonquin’s 

application to the Commission and were also submitted as part of the various 
CWA permits included by reference in the EIS.  Algonquin’s E&SCP and our 

Procedures require post-construction monitoring and reporting of restoration of 

areas affected by Project construction.  In addition, it is anticipated that the 
CWA permits that may be issued for the Project would also contain conditions 

related to monitoring and documentation of post-construction water quality 

parameters. 

CO22-30 See the response to comment CO22-24. 

 

 

 

 

CO22-31 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

 

  



 CO-205 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-206 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-207 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-208 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-209 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-210 Companies and Organizations 

CO22 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-211 Companies and Organizations 

CO23 – Occupy Providence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO23-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO12-13. 

 

 

 

CO23-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

CO23-3 Comment noted. 

CO23-4 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

CO23-5 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-212 Companies and Organizations 

CO24 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Lisa Mackay 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO24-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-213 Companies and Organizations 

CO24 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Lisa Mackay (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO24-2 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

CO24-3 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

CO24-4 The Sylvan Glen Preserve - Granite Knolls Park area and the potential impacts 
of the Project on it are addressed in section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS.   

 

 

 

CO24-5 Algonquin is no longer proposing a contractor ware yard at Granite Knolls 

West.  See also the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

CO24-6 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-214 Companies and Organizations 

CO24 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Lisa Mackay (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO24-7 Comment noted.  The various impacts cited in the comment are addressed in the 

relevant sections of the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO24-8 We disagree with the commentors characterization of emission increases at the 
Southeast and Stony Point Compressor Stations.  See the responses to comments 

SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

CO24-9 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

  



 CO-215 Companies and Organizations 

CO25 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Motion to Intervene 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO25-1 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that Keep Yorktown 

Safe has been added as a party to the proceeding.   

 

  



 CO-216 Companies and Organizations 

CO25 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO25-2 Comment noted.  The various impacts cited in the comment are addressed in the 
relevant sections of the EIS.  

 

  



 CO-217 Companies and Organizations 

CO25 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO25-3 See the response to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and CO24-8. 

 

CO25-4 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

CO25-5 See the response to comment CO25-1. 

 

  



 CO-218 Companies and Organizations 

CO25 – Keep Yorktown Safe, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-219 Companies and Organizations 

CO26 – League of Women Voters of the Rivertowns 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO26-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA4-5, SA7-4, and LA3-2.   

 

  



 CO-220 Companies and Organizations 

CO26 – League of Women Voters of the Rivertowns (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO26-2 Comment noted. 

CO26-3 See the response to comment CO14-25. 

CO26-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

CO26-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA7-4, and LA2-6. 

 

 

CO26-6 See the responses to comments LA1-10 and CO15-25. 

 

CO26-7 See the responses to comments FA4-24, CO20-1, and CO22-21. 

 

  



 CO-221 Companies and Organizations 

CO27 – Furnace Woods Elementary School PTA, Lisa Anderson 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO27-1 See the response to comment SA1-12. 

 

 

CO27-2 See the response to comment SA4-5.  The school assumes no new requirements 

as a result of the pipeline. 

CO27-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, SA4-5, and LA1-4. 

 

 

CO27-4 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA1-9, and SA4-5. 

 

CO27-5 See the responses to comments SA1-9, SA4-1, and SA4-10. 

 

 

CO27-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-10, and LA1-6. 

 

  



 CO-222 Companies and Organizations 

CO27 – Furnace Woods Elementary School PTA, Lisa Anderson 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO27-7 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-5, SA7-4, and CO14-25. 

 

 

CO27-8 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and LA23-21.  Also, public lands, 
including the Blue Mountain Reservation, are discussed in section 4.8.5 of the 

EIS. 

 

CO27-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

CO27-10 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-223 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-224 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-225 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-2 We disagree with the commentor's characterization of project emissions as 

significant.  See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and SA11-4. 

 

  



 CO-226 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-3 See the responses to comments FA4-14, CO7-3, CO12-13, and CO20-1. 

 

 

CO28-4 See the responses to comments SA4-9 and CO14-41.  Also, the EIS considers 
the construction emissions for all aspects of the project, aggregated per calendar 

year in each non-attainment or maintenance area for comparison to the general 

conformity thresholds.  This analysis provides for careful consideration of 
construction emission impacts on air quality. 

 

  



 CO-227 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-5 Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS presents detailed estimates of construction emissions 

associated with the proposed Project, which include HAPs and fugitive dust 
emissions.  Algonquin has proposed mitigation measures to be implemented 

during construction, as presented in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, which include 

fugitive dust controls, the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, and the use of 

BACT on non-road engines where feasible to limit emissions from diesel 

combustions.  The construction emissions are less than General Conformity de 

minimis thresholds, as presented in table 4.11.1-5 of the EIS; therefore, no 
additional mitigation, beyond the mitigation proposed by Algonquin, is required 

for construction emissions.  Construction emissions associated with the Project 

would not result in a significant impact on regional air quality. 

CO28-6 See the response to comment FA4-23. 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-228 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-7 See the response to comment SA11-4.  Regarding GHG emissions from M&R 

stations, table 4.11.1-13 of the EIS includes estimated GHG emissions from 
non-combustion and fugitive sources at the M&R stations.  Section 4.11.1.3 and 

table 4.11.1-12 of the EIS have been updated to include GHG emissions from 

combustion sources at M&R stations.  Based upon these estimates, the GHG 

emissions at M&R stations would be significantly less than any applicable 

permitting thresholds.  

CO28-8 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and SA11-4.  Also, the EIS 
includes an extensive analysis of the various air quality control regions and the 

applicability of the general conformity rule to any non-attainment or 

maintenance areas.   

 

 

 

CO28-9 See the responses to comments FA4-24 and CO12-7.   

 

  



 CO-229 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-10 We disagree.  See the response to comment SA11-4, which explains that 
although the design of the M&R stations was not complete, the draft EIS 

included a conservative estimate of emissions.  The West Roxbury and Assonet 

M&R Stations would result in de minimis emissions.  Therefore, it was 
appropriate to base the cumulative impacts analysis on other projects that would 

result in long-term impacts in the same air quality control region as the 

compressor stations.   

 

  



 CO-230 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16. 

 

 

  



 CO-231 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-12 See the response to comment CO12-13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO28-13 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 CO-232 Companies and Organizations 

CO28 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-233 Companies and Organizations 

CO29 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Robert Malin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO29-1 Comment noted.  

 

 

 

CO29-2 Impacts on noise, air quality and health, safety, and water resources, as well as 

mitigation measures, are discussed throughout the EIS. 

 

 

CO29-3 We disagree.  Proposed mitigation measures for the topics mentioned are 

included in their applicable sections within section 4 of the EIS.   

 

CO29-4 See the responses to comments FA4-23 for information regarding the effort to 

minimize methane leaks from Algonquin facilities and CO12-13 regarding the 
analysis of GHG emissions, climate change and the use of CEQ guidance. 

 

  



 CO-234 Companies and Organizations 

CO29 – Sierra Club Rhode Island Chapter, Robert Malin 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO29-5 See the response to comment CO7-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO29-6 Section 3.2.2 of the EIS provides citations to sources leading to the 

recommendation to eliminate renewable energy sources from further 
consideration as an alternative to the AIM Project.  See also the responses to 

comments SA4-1 and SA4-10 regarding health risk risks.  See the responses to 

comments FA4-23, CO12-13, and CO14-54 regarding the inclusion of leak and 
fugitive emissions in the EIS. 

CO29-7 The proposed Project would be privately financed by Algonquin.  The cost to 

construct and operate the facilities would be paid for by Algonquin's customers 
in accordance with rates approved by the FERC.  Customers are not required to 

use the natural gas that would be supplied by this or any other projects and is 

free to conserve energy or utilize other forms of energy including non-fossil 
fueled based renewables.   

CO29-8 See the responses to comments FA4-24 regarding shale gas impacts and FA4-23, 

CO12-13, and CO14-54 regarding leaks and fugitive emissions. 

CO29-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-235 Companies and Organizations 

CO30 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusement, 

Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO30-1 In addition, Algonquin has committed to work closely with the MassDOT, 

Town of Dedham Police, Town of Dedham Department of Public Works, 

Legacy Place, and other local landowners and businesses during construction of 
the Elm Street/Route 1 Intersection.  Should traffic conditions become a concern 

at this intersection during construction, Algonquin would make immediate 

adjustments to the specific traffic management plan in coordination with those 
entities.  Adjustments could include revised traffic flows and/or hours of the 

construction work. 

 

  



 CO-236 Companies and Organizations 

CO30 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusement, 

Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-237 Companies and Organizations 

CO30 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusement, 

Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-238 Companies and Organizations 

CO30 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusement, 

Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO30-2 See the responses to comments FA4-1, SA1-12, and CO30-1. 

 

  



 CO-239 Companies and Organizations 

CO30 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusement, 

Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO30-3 See the responses to comments FA4-1, SA1-12, and CO30-1. 

 

  



 CO-240 Companies and Organizations 

CO30 – Legacy Place Properties, LLP and National Amusement, 

Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-241 Companies and Organizations 

CO31 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12.  Also, section 3.1 of 
the EIS addresses the no-build alternative and section 3 of the EIS addresses 

numerous alternatives to the Project facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-2 See the responses to comments CO13-1 and CO13-8. 

 

 

CO31-3 See the responses to comments CO13-1, CO13-8, CO13-9, SA1-5, LA9-6, 

LA23-24, and CO22-7. 

 

  



 CO-242 Companies and Organizations 

CO31 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-243 Companies and Organizations 

CO31 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-4 See the responses to comments SA11-10, LA 9-6, CO13-1, and CO13-8.  Water 

quality of sensitive waterbodies is discussed in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS.  Note 

that the existing 26-inch-diameter pipe within the Hudson River is not being 
removed.  Visual resources are discussed in section 4.8.7 of the EIS.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-5 See the responses to comments FA4-15 and LA9-16.  Further, see the response 
to comment SA4-9 regarding the identification of attainment status for all 

project areas. 

 

  



 CO-244 Companies and Organizations 

CO31 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-6 See the responses to comments FA3-5, LA23-16, and CO15-4.   

 

  



 CO-245 Companies and Organizations 

CO31 – Reynolds Hills, Inc. (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-7 Comment noted.  Compensatory mitigation is in addition to, not in lieu of, 

requirements for restoration of wetlands and waterbodies required in the FERC 

Procedures.  See also the responses to comments FA3-3 and CO13-8.  

 

 

 

 

 

CO31-8 The proposed crossing of Dickey Brook is located in an area where Algonquin 

would remove the existing pipeline and install the new pipe using take-up and 

relay techniques.  The new pipeline would be located within the existing 
pipeline right-of-way and no new permanent easement is proposed.  Algonquin 

proposes to use a dry crossing method to cross the brook and would employ 

other mitigation measures to avoid or minimize wetland and waterbody impacts.  
For these reasons, we do not believe an alternative route is warranted in this 

area.  Any alternative would likely cross the creek in an area outside of the 

existing right-of-way and would require new right-of-way and disturbance that 
would increase the impact of the crossing.   

CO31-9 The proposed crossing of the Reynolds Hills property is located in an area where 

Algonquin would remove the existing pipeline and install the new pipe using 
take-up and relay techniques.  The new pipeline would be located within the 

existing pipeline right-of-way and no new permanent easement is proposed.  For 
these reasons, we do not believe an alternative route is warranted in this area.  

Any alternative would likely cross this or another property in an area outside of 

the existing right-of-way and would require new right-of-way and disturbance 
that would increase the impact of the Project. 

CO31-10 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16. 

CO31-11 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

CO31-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

  



 CO-246 Companies and Organizations 

CO32 – Fossil Free Rhode Island 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO32-1 Comment noted. 

 

CO32-2 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

CO32-3 See the responses to comments FA4-24, CO7-3, and CO12-13.  Regarding the 
global warming potential (GWP), at present, the EPA accepted the GWP value 

for methane is 25 over a 100-year period.  FERC appropriately selected this 

value because this is the value the EPA established on November 29, 2013 for 

reporting of GHG emissions.  The EPA supported the 100-year time period over 

the 20-year period in its summary of comments and responses in the final 

rulemaking, 2013 Revisions to the Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule and Final 
Confidentiality Determinations for New or Substantially Revised Data 

Elements, establishing the methane GWP at 25 (78 Fed. Reg. 71,904).  

Similarly, in this final rulemaking, the EPA supported the adoption of the 
published IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report GWP values over the Fifth 

Assessment Report values.  The EPA acknowledged the Fifth Assessment 

Report could lead to more accurate assessments of climate impacts in the future; 
however, when balanced with the benefit of retaining consistency across 

national and international programs, the potential gain in accuracy does not 

justify the loss of consistency in reporting and likely would cause stakeholder 
confusion among the various GWPs used in different programs.  The EPA 

identified that it may consider adoption of the Fifth Assessment Report GWPs in 

the future, at which time we will ensure that FERC staff request the use of any 

revised EPA GWP values in future NEPA evaluations. 

  



 CO-247 Companies and Organizations 

CO32 – Fossil Free Rhode Island (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-248 Companies and Organizations 

CO32 – Fossil Free Rhode Island (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO32-4 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

 

 

CO32-5 See the response to comment FA4-24.  We also note that hydraulic fracturing 
associated with exploration and production of natural gas is not subject to the 

FERC's jurisdiction.  Therefore, the acquiring of property for such actions is not 

subject to the Commission's authority. 

 

 

 

CO32-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-10. 

 

CO32-7 We disagree with the commentor's characterization of impacts at the Burrillville 
Compressor Station.  As shown in section 4.12.3 of the EIS, available data show 

natural gas transmission infrastructure to be a safe, reliable means of energy 

transportation.  Further, table 4.11.2-5 of the EIS demonstrates that the 
modifications to the Burrillville Compressor Station would not result in any 

perceptible increase in noise at any nearby noise sensitive areas. 

CO32-8 See the response to comment CO15-4. 

 

  



 CO-249 Companies and Organizations 

CO32 – Fossil Free Rhode Island (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO32-9 Section 1.1 of the EIS describes the purpose and need for the AIM Project. 

 

 

 

CO32-10 See the response to comment CO7-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO32-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16. 

 

 

 

CO32-12 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-250 Companies and Organizations 

CO33 – Food and Water Watch 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

CO33-2 See the response to comment LA23-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-3 The local distribution company in Boston that is a prospective shipper on the 
AIM Project has expressed its need for the Project by executing a precedent 

agreement with Algonquin, as have other shippers.  Whether National Grid's 

load needs have been properly forecast is an issue more appropriately brought 
up with the state agency that regulates local gas distribution companies, the 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities. 

 

  



 CO-251 Companies and Organizations 

CO33 – Food and Water Watch (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-4 While another project under development, that may ultimately be proposed 

before the Commission (we note that Tennessee Gas Pipeline has not filed an 
application for the Northeast Direct Project), could export some of its volumes 

to Canada if it has the appropriate interconnections with a facility authorized for 

Section 3 export.  However, 100 percent of the volumes for the AIM Project are 
for local distribution and municipality use.  See also the response to comment 

CO15-4.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-5 See the responses to comments FA4-15 and FA4-16 regarding environmental 

justice communication.  Further, see the response to comment FA6-5 for a list of 

the public input opportunities offered.  Algonquin conducted the additional 

landowner informational meeting in West Roxbury on September 3, 2014 at the 

request of the offices of Mayor Walsh and City Councilor Matt O'Malley.   

 

  



 CO-252 Companies and Organizations 

CO33 – Food and Water Watch (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-6 See the response to comment LA5-25. 

 

 

 

CO33-7 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-8 We disagree.  The section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS analyzes several studies regarding 

radon levels from natural gas pipeline transportation, and bases its conclusion of 

no significant impacts on a study that measured radon concentrations from a 
pipeline that contained source gas from the Marcellus region and the resulting 

levels were 0.2 to 0.5 percent of the lowest EPA in-home recommended level.  

See also the responses to comments SA4-4 and CO19-2. 

  



 CO-253 Companies and Organizations 

CO33 – Food and Water Watch (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-9 See the response to comment FA4-24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-10 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA11-9. 

 

  



 CO-254 Companies and Organizations 

CO33 – Food and Water Watch (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO33-11 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-12. 

 

  



 CO-255 Companies and Organizations 

CO34 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO34-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA14-1. 

 

  



 CO-256 Companies and Organizations 

CO34 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO34-2 See the response to comments CO22-26 and CO21-37. 

 

  



 CO-257 Companies and Organizations 

CO34 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO34-3 See the response to comment SA14-1.   

 

 

 

 

CO34-4 See the response to comment SA14-1.   

 

  



 CO-258 Companies and Organizations 

CO34 – Riverkeeper, New York’s Clean Water Advocate 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-259 Companies and Organizations 

CO35 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO35-1 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

  



 CO-260 Companies and Organizations 

CO35 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-261 Companies and Organizations 

CO35 – Community Watersheds Clean Water Coalition (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-262 Companies and Organizations 

CO36 – Federated Conservationists of Westchester County 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO36-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

CO36-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, CO7-3, and CO12-11. 

 

 

 

 

CO36-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

CO36-4 Comment noted. 

 

CO36-5 Potential impacts and mitigation measures to for these resources are discussed 

throughout section 4 of the EIS.  There would be no permanent impacts on the 

Blue Mountain Reservation, although some long-term impacts would occur as a 
result of tree clearing.  

 

  



 CO-263 Companies and Organizations 

CO36 – Federated Conservationists of Westchester County 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO36-6 Comment noted. 
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